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PER CURI AM

Warren Mtchell Cooper pleaded guilty to being afelonin
possession of a firearm in violation of 18 U . S.C. 88 922(g)(1) and
924(e) (2000). Cooper was sentenced as an arned career offender to
190 nonths of inprisonment, to be followed by five years of
supervi sed rel ease.

Cooper’s counsel filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating that there were no
meritorious grounds for appeal but raising two potential issues:
(1) whether the magistrate judge fully conplied with Fed. R Crim
P. 11 before entering Cooper’s guilty plea, and (2) whether the
district court erred in enhancing Cooper’s sentence as an arned
career offender by counting his two prior convictions for failing
to stop for a blue light as crinmes of violence. Cooper was advi sed
of his right to file a pro se supplenental brief, but declined to
do so.

W have reviewed the record and conclude that the
magi strate judge fully conplied with the requirenents set forth in
Rule 11 before entering Cooper’s quilty plea. Further, we have
recently held that a prior conviction for failing to stop for a
blue light is a violent felony for purposes of the arned career

of f ender enhancenent. United States v. Janes, 337 F.3d 387, 390-91

(4th Gir. 2003), cert. denied, S. C. __, No. 03-7639, 2004 W




47340 (Jan. 12, 2004). Therefore, counsel’s argunents are w t hout
merit.

In accordance with the requirenents of Anders, we have
reviewed the entire record in this case and have found no
meritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm Cooper’s
conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel inform
his client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene Court
of the United States for further review If the client requests
that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition
woul d be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave
to wthdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that
a copy thereof was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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